The parties also rely upon Exhibit 20 for their allega-
tion that Mullins was offered a repairman's job which would
pay 8 hours per shift.  Exhibit 20 is a copy of a letter from
B-E's mine superintendent dated May 2, 1983, to the District
Manager of MSHA's Pikeville Office explaining that an arbitra-
tor had ruled that Mullins1 job as dispatcher would have to be
awarded to another miner and that Mullins had elected to re-
turn to his prior position of electrician despite the fact
that he would be waiving his Part 90 rights in returning to
that position.  The letter states that "[t]he other position
[offered to Mullins] was a Repairman (104) working out of the
shop and going underground wherever he would be needed".  Ex-
hibit 20 agrees with Mullins1 understanding of the repairman's
job offered to him at least to the extent of showing that it
was a shop-oriented job, but neither Exhibit 20 nor Exhibit
19 shows that Mullins was aware of the fact that the shop-
oriented job would require the holder of that position to
work underground "wherever he would be needed".

The parties also cite Exhibit 21, or the NBCWA, in sup-
port of their claim that Mullins was offered a repairman's
job which was an "inside" job requiring that he be paid for
8 hours per shift.  While article IV{b) of Exhibit 27 defines
the meaning of "inside" and "outside" employees, and lists
the classifications of "repairmen" in Appendix B, there is
nothing in Exhibit 27 which would guide Mullins in determin-
ing that the repairman' s job "working out of the shop" would
necessarily involve his having to work "inside" the mine and
thereby require B-E to pay him for 8 hours per shift.

B-E's superintendent, Frederick Mac Collier, testified
that B-E has never had a repairman's job on the second shift
which involved only outside work and he stated that if the
repairman's job offered to Mullins had involved paying the
holder of that position for only 7-1/4 hours per shift, the
job would have to have been posted as an outside job.  More-
over, he testified that if the repairman's job had been post-
ed as an "outside" job, it would not have been possible for
B-E to assign the holder of the job any work which involved
his going inside the mine (Tr. 151; 162) .

Mullins' testimony and letters written with respect to
the repairman's job are inconsistent.  In his testimony, he
claimed that other miners were highly critical of his having
rejected the offer of the repairman's job because they under-
stood that he would be working in the shop 100 percent of
the time and would never have to work underground (Tr. 60) .
Later, Mullins testified that Charlie Noble, the miner who
acquired Mullins1 job as electrician when Mullins was initial-
ly given the dispatcher's job, came to him the night before

1830 my rights for this [electrician's] job". ,My review
